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In these forty pages, we bring to you a radio skit
in which Dr. Louis T. Talbot acts as "The Inquiring
Student," addressing many questions of scientific im
port to Dr. Harry Rimmer, who takes the part of
"The Honest Professor." The skit is published in the
hope that many folks who did not hear it on the radio
may also have the answers to these questions which
commonly perplex many believers. This copy comes
to you in the hope that it might help you to a reason
for the faith that is in your heart.

THE INQUIRING STUDENT AND
THE HONEST PROFESSOR
STUDENT: "In your many campaigns and lecture
tours, I suppose that you frequently meet with stu
dent bodies in different parts of the country?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes, I often have the pleasure of
speaking to student bodies of various sorts. I have
been in more than four thousand high school assem
blies in the last twenty-five years, and innumerable
college and university meetings as well. My contacts
have ranged from the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, through the various State Universities
down to the smaller private colleges of America and
Canada."
STUDENT: "Under what auspices do you go to
such educational institutions?"
PROFESSOR: "Sometimes I am the guest of the
school itself. Many colleges and some universities have
what they call 'Bible Emphasis Week,' and they invite
some special speaker to visit the campus and address
formal assemblies, hold conferences, and conduct for
ums in regard to religion and the personal life. At
such times a place is made in the daily program for
definite study in the Word of God. At other places a
student group will sponsor several days of services,
the faculty cooperating to make room on the pro
gram for their meetings, and the attendance being
voluntary. On other occasions some local church in
vites me to conduct meetings for them, and the day
hours are devoted to work in the neighboring col
lege."
[3]

STUDENT: "Do you find that the average student
body is antagonistic to the Christian faith, and op
posed to the Bible?"
PROFESSOR: "I would not say that they were op
posed to Christianity; rather I would say that they

were ignorant of its foundations and premises. The
power of the gospel is not known to most campus res
idents, and they have vague ideas of the contents of
the Bible itself. Most boys and girls leave home for
college with a kindly mental attitude toward the Bi
ble and the Christian faith, to say the very least.
Where there is a definite spirit of antagonism toward
the Bible on any campus, it is invariably a reflection
of the attitude of certain members of the faculty."
STUDENT: "You do not mean to imply, do you,
that college teachers deliberately seek to turn their
students away from faith in the Word of God?"
PROFESSOR: "Indeed, I do mean just that! Not all
colleges, of course, and not all teachers. There are
some schools where the Bible is still believed in and
taught, and in any school there are some men and wo
men who are sufficiently educated to appreciate the
value and truth of the Bible. But in most universities
and many of the colleges, the exploded conclusions of
the German school of higher criticism are still be
lieved by antiquated professors, and they make a stud
ied and careful attempt to demolish utterly all faith
in the Bible in their daily program of teaching."

STUDENT: "How can a teacher in an institution of
higher learning be so ignorant of the recent discover
ies and the great increase of knowledge that has vindi[4]

cated the conservative view of the Bible, as to contin
ue to teach so-called 'Higher criticism'?"
PROFESSOR: "The sad fact is that the average
teacher is not teaching what he knows, but is only
passing on what he was taught! Very few men in our
modern colleges do original work in their subjects.
Most of them graduated years ago when the German
higher-critical philosophy was generally received by
so-called scholars, and gave up their faith because
they were taught to believe a lie. For all these years,
such men have been teaching the same errors that
they in turn were taught. They either do not know
that this scientific age has demolished the premise up
on which their conclusions were founded, or else they
are sufficiently dishonest to conceal this fact from
their students because they are personally opposed to
the Christian way of life. It is to this fact that I at
tribute the grosser standard of living that passes for
the smart thing on the average campus. It is still true
that 'as a man thinketh in his heart, so is he,' and
when men have given up their faith in God, deny al
legiance to Jesus Christ, and repudiate the Word of
God, their lives must reflect this mental attitude. It is
the result, however, of ignorance, and not of learning.
The wisest and best teachers of our modern day still
believe the Bible, and accept it as the only infallible
rule for our daily living."

STUDENT: "But how can an educated person have
that old-fashioned faith in the Bible that used to be so
common? I know that in the day of our grandparents
most people believed the Bible, but they did not have
our modern scientific knowledge. We have made tre[5]

mendous strides in the field of natural sciences, and
know a great deal that was not even dreamed of a
generation ago. Look at the radio, for instance, and
the discoveries in the fields of chemistry and physics.
The atom has been isolated and its mysteries explored,
and an entirely new world opened to the human un
derstanding. How can a Book, written thousands of
years ago, be acceptable to this modern age?"
PROFESSOR: "Your question is complicated and
extensive, but let me answer it point by point. It is
true that our grandfathers did not have our modern
knowledge, but they had many facts in their posses
sion which were not known to their grandfathers. Is
that not so?"

STUDENT: "Yes, I will concede that. Certainly,
men fifty and seventy-five years ago had learned
much about the world that the writers of the Bible
did not and could not know. The microscope, for in
stance, had been invented, and a new world was un
folded to the delighted gaze of our grandfathers."
PROFESSOR: "Exactly. But that new knowledge
did not prevent our grandfathers from maintaining
their faith in the Word of God, did it?"

STUDENT: "No, and I see the point that you in
tend to make. You mean that if this increased knowl
edge was finally harmonized with the contents of the
Holy Bible, it may be that our continued advance in
learning may also be correlated to the contents of the
Word of God, without diminishing our faith in that
Book, or weakening our trust in God."
[6]

PROFESSOR: "That is just what I do mean! When
we look back over the magnificent record of scientif
ic advancement and the increased learning made pos
sible by the research and scientific discoveries of this
past fifty years, there is one startling fact that is ap
parent above all else. This is the unquestionable truth
that in all of our scientific progress we have not yet
discovered one single fact that contradicts or refutes
any statement made in the Bible. And in addition to
this, there is the further miracle that the writers of
the Scripture anticipated many of the greatest dis
coveries of our age. Thus, by keeping ancient errors
out of the text, and by incorporating modern learn
ing into their writings, they have kept the Book in
perfect harmony with the wisdom of our advanced
age."
STUDENT: "Hold on there, professor, you are go
ing too fast! Did I understand you to say that there
are NO scientific mistakes in the Bible?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes, I said just that, and I repeat it
for emphasis: THERE ARE NO SCIENTIFIC ERRORS IN
THE BIBLE."
STUDENT: "Why, that sounds a little too emphat
ic. My own teachers have pointed out several to me.
Are they all wrong, and only you right?"
PROFESSOR: "I will stand on what I have said. No,
I do not mean that I am the only one that is right, and
that your teachers are all wrong. I MEAN THAT THE
BIBLE IS RIGHT, and anyone who opposes it is wrong!
I would be happy to debate any accredited teacher in
the English-speaking world before any audience that
[7 ]

could be assembled, on the subject: 'Resolved, That
the Bible is scientifically and historically infallible.' "
STUDENT: "I would like to hear such a debate!
But right now, let us consider the statement that
there are no scientific errors in the Bible. A certain
teacher brought up one the other day, one which I
had heard before. He said that the Bible states that
God created the universe in six days, but science
proves that it has been evolving for millions of years.
Here is a very apparent contradiction. How can you
harmonize that?"
PROFESSOR: "This is a typical case, and one that
we have often dealt with. It is one of those many oc
casions when we are asked to correlate a scientific the
ory with an interpretation of the text of the Bible.
The answer is two-fold. In the first place, the Bible
nowhere states how long it took God to create the un
iverse. The whole story is told in just one verse of on
ly ten words: 'In the beginning God created the heav
ens and the earth.' The six day period which follows
that statement refers to this planet alone; and it tells
of its refurnishing for the appearance of man, not of
its original creation. That belongs in the previous
verse which we have just cited.
The second fact to be remembered is that science
has never discovered any method by which the age of
the earth or the universe can be established. Scientific
theorizers have GUESSED anything from twenty mil
lion years up to two thousand million years; and the
hiatus is too wide to be called scientific. When men
talk about the age of the earth in terms of years, they
are not geologists, they are 'guessiologists.' But I see
[8]

that you are just bursting to interrupt with a ques
tion; what is it?"
STUDENT: "How can you say that there is no
method of determining the age of the earth? Does not
the fossil record give us the approximate period of
time since life first appeared on this planet?"
PROFESSOR: "No, it does not. And I will challenge
any geologist to demonstrate an age factor in the fos
sil records. I have dug widely in many sections, doing
field work in paleontology, and I never found a fossil
with a calendar attached to it! Nor is there any cer
tain way by which it can be proved that any one fos
sil is any older than another.
It is generally supposed that we can tell the age of
fossils from the kind of rock in which they are found.
But when you ask the evolutionary geologist how to
determine the age of the rock, he says that is deter
mined by the kind of fossil the rock contains! The
fossils are dated by the sort of rock in which they are
found; the rock is dated by the fossils it contains! If
that makes sense, it must be in some other language
than English! And if a rock contains no fossils at all,
it is generally 'guessed' to be the oldest kind of rock.
But there is much sandstone and limestone on or near
the surface of the ground that is called 'barren,' that
is to say, it contains no fossil life. Yet it is what is
called recent, or young rock."

STUDENT: ''But how about the 'key,' or 'index'
fossils? Do not they show certain ages, and establish a
system of chronology?"
PROFESSOR:

'They might do so,
[9]

IF

they always

occurred in the same relative stratum or rock system.
But the sad truth is that they do not! These index fos
sils were first established by Sir Charles Lyell, in about
1838. That is quite ancient to be called 'modern' sci
ence. And what Lyell found to be so in certain sec
tions of Europe, does not hold true in other countries.
Each part of the earth seems to go its own way in this
regard. I often find pliocene fossils, so-called, in eocene
strata, and vice versa. The individuals that are sup
posed to denote a certain 'age' are often found in six
or seven other alleged 'ages,' thus confusing the rec
ord beyond any semblance of accuracy.
Another basic error is seen in the fact that the un
derlying premise of complexity fails also to establish
itself. It is alleged that the simpler forms of life are
the older, and the more complex forms are the more
recent in geological time. But the sad truth is embar
rassing to the evolutionary theorizer. The simplest
forms of life that the earth has ever known are all
alive and flourishing right now! The bacteria, the dia
toms, the infusoria (including the fabled amoeba),
are all alive and doing quite nicely! If simplicity of
structure is an evidence of antiquity, how is it that
these simple forms are all alive and still with us?"
STUDENT: "I never thought of that, but I will ask
my teacher and see what he has to say."

PROFESSOR:"Don't do it! It wouldn't be kind.

But to go on with the story, we also note that the fos
sils, found in the rock that is known as the Pacific eo
cene, are all represented by LIVING DESCENDANTS in
the Pacific ocean right now. And when we compare
[10]

these living children with their fossil parents, there is
no change or difference in them, in spite of the fabled
ages that have elapsed according to geological chron
ology. You see, this entire question of the formation
of fossils is one that must take into account the fact
of catastrophe. In the course of a hundred years,
many, many millions of small creatures that dwell in
the sea will die and leave their empty shells on the
ocean floor, or along the line of the beach. The fe
cundity of the creatures that dwell in the ocean is ut
terly astounding.
Suddenly a geological upheaval occurs. The land
level shifts, and what has been the ocean floor, or a
surf-washed beach, is lifted up hundreds or even
thousands of feet into the air. In a very few years the
sands dry and harden into stone, and all the tiny shell
creatures in that sand are preserved as fossils. Under
certain circumstances the time factor is very short,
indeed. There is no way of telling how long ago such
upheavals may have occurred, or how long those fos
sils may have been in their present location. Men may
guess and theorize, but they cannot prove time fac
tors by guesses. I HAVE MYSELF WITNESSED THE PRO
CESS OF FOSSILIZATION WITHIN THE SPAN OF TWEN
TY YEARS."

STUDENT: "That sounds very reasonable, but cer
tainly we have a better technique for determining the
antiquity of the earth, in the formations of the depos
its of oil that are so valuable today? I am sure of m y
ground here, as I have been very interested in petrole
um geology. We always find oil in a certain type of
structure; and the life of that structure is very close[11]

ly classified, and varies very little from place to place.
Cannot we show age from this fact?"
PROFESSOR: "It is true that petroleum geology is a
bit more specific and accurate than the generalities
of so-called 'historical geology,' but your conclusions
are not quite warranted. The fact that the fossil evi
dences of the presence of oil are generally the same, is
accounted for by the fact that the conditions that
cause oil to form are and always have been, the same.
The origin of petroleum is still a question that belongs
to the realm of theory, even though that theory may
be the right one. The present consensus of opinion is
that oil is derived from organic matter which ordi
narily lives in the sea.

Among these tiny creatures, there are to be found
mollusks of a type that is found in abundance today
in oceans, lakes and rivers. With them are certain mi
croscopic creatures, such as foraminifora, radiolaria,
and diatoms. We believe that these cause the forma
tion of oil. The living forms of these creatures are all
found in fossil form in oil structure, such as the Mon
terey shale of California, and particularly in the Lom
poc Field in California.
The month of April, 1940, witnessed the annual
meeting of the American Chemical Society at Cincin
nati. One of the most interesting papers presented
there was by Dr. Gustav Egloff, head of the depart
ment of research of the Universal Oil Products Com
pany of Chicago. Dr. Egloff startled the convention
by advancing the theory that the same conditions
that created or formed oil in past ages are present
[12]

now, and that Nature is now producing oil at a rate
faster than we can pump it out of the earth!"
STUDENT: "Pardon the interruption, but do you
mean that oil is being made today, and that it was not
necessarily formed when the dinosaurs walked the
earth? Have men been too pessimistic when they
talked about exhausting the petrolettm reserves of the
globe?"

PROFESSOR:"That is exactly right. The new the
ory is that oil is being formed every hour of the day,
and by the same processes that have always made oil.
This is not to be wondered at, if the same conditions
obtain now as have always prevailed. And the only
reason to question that, is the fact that it does not fit
in with pre-conceived theories that have been current
for a generation. Of course, there are men whose
minds are closed to new facts, and they will cling to
old theories rather than accept truth, but the live
world must accept a new order and junk its antiquity
phantom!
To return to our discussion of this process, it is a
fact that when the living diatoms, whose fossil ances
tors probably played a large part in the formation of
the older beds of oil, are scooped from the sea and
subjected to the proper laboratory technique, they
will yield about two per cent. of oily substance, al
though they contain about sixteen per cent. of organ
ic material. On this basis, the Monterey shale to which
we referred, and which is 800 square miles in area,
and in some places is half a mile thick, would contain
sufficient diatoms to yield about two billion barrels of

oil.
[13]

To summarize all this, it is the present scientific
theory that temperature, time and pressure, plus some
probable catalyst in the earth itself, is working now,
in 1940, producing oil at the same rate and by the
same methods that have always been operating
throughout all earth's history."
STUDENT: "This is astonishing. If this is so, our
entire basis of estimating the age of the earth is swept
away, as far as petroleum deposits are concerned.
That leaves us with no other acceptable technique for
estimating time, except the method of physics, which
establishes the age of the earth by radioactivity."
PROFESSOR: "You mean to say, the theoretical es
tablishment of antiquity by an appeal to the rate of
degeneration as estimated by radioactivity!"

STUDENT: "My land, professor, you don't mean
to say that the method given to us in our text books
on physics, and fed to us in classrooms, is not accur
ate, or established as a certainty?"

"I do mean to say just that. One of
the greatest errors of modern teaching is to be found
in the dogmatic assertion that we can estimate the
age of the planet Earth by radioactivity. You know
the theory, which states that radium is constantly de
generating, or breaking down into other substances.
Indeed, radium is itself supposed to be the result of
this process. It is generally believed that the element
'Uranium' breaks down into radium. The radium in
turn breaks down into lead. By estimating the time
required for each stage of the process, the earlier the
orists hoped to establish a vast antiquity for our globe.
PROFESSOR:

[14]

In this, however, they were disappointed. It would
have been far better if they had not made such dog
matic assertions at the beginning, as they would not
have had to take back so much now."
STUDENT: "But, professor; some of our most
modern books still teach that the earth has been here
for multiplied millions of years, and base this state
ment on the rate of decomposition of radium. Why
are such books published, if this is not so?"
PROFESSOR: "For two reasons, generally. The first
is that certain men who write are definitely devoted
to anti-Biblical views, and they will say anything that
they can get away with, to use a vernacular phrase.
They know, or at least hope, that the average reader
is not familiar with the technique of such specialized
study, and they are sure that the readers will not take
the trouble to check their statements very closely.
Such men are special pleaders for error, and it is
amazing how many teachers and writers do not want
to know the truth about science when it interferes
with their rejection of the Word of God! Such men
wilfully deceive their students and those who read
their writings. They know that they are false proph
ets of a science falsely so-called, when they propa
gandize their trusting followers.
There are some other teachers who are honest in
their error, as they do not know the facts in the case.
They have blindly accepted the statements of those
who have written on the subject, and have done no
original research on the subject. They are merely re
peating what they have been taught."
[15]

STUDENT: "Then it narrows down to a question
of veracity, does it not? It seems to be a case of your
word against theirs!"
PROFESSOR: "No, not at all. It is a question of the
facts involved, and the issue should be decided by lab
oratory methods. Suppose that we review the process
and see how we come out."
STUDENT:

"O.K., professor, though I am ashamed

to say that I do not remember very much of the de
tails. I just know that we were taught that at least a
billion years is demanded for the time necessary for
this process, and probably twice that long."
PROFESSOR: "That's right. For instance, the recent
book, The Story of a Billion Years, by W. 0. Hotch
kiss, which was published in 1932, is a very popular
book among geology students and is often assigned by
their teachers as collateral reading. In that work the
author flatly states that at least one thousand, five
hundred million years of age is proved for the earth
by the process of radioactivity. That is a billion and a
half years. The vice-president of the American Asso
ciation for the Advancement of Atheism recently
testified in a New York Court that science had
proved that the earth was at least two thousand mil
lion years old, and he said that this process of radia
tion was the method used to establish this chronology.
So let us review it together. It is presumed that ura
nium is the original substance from which radium is
produced. Do you remember the difference between
them?"

STUDENT:

"Why, yes, I remember that much. An
[16]

atom of uranium possesses 238 protons. Certain un
known forces cause this atom to emanate substance,
until it loses 12 protons, with the accompanying
number of electrons. This results in radium, which
has only 226 protons in its atom."
PROFESSOR: "That is right. Now do you know
how long it takes uranium to become radium?"

"No, but it is supposed to be many
millions of years."
STUDENT:

PROFESSOR: "'Supposed' is a good word, but hard
ly scientific! We could scarcely accept a supposition
in refutation of the Word of God, and then say that
we had scientific proof of error in the Bible. But let
us proceed. Do you remember what comes next?"

STUDENT: "I recall that the radium becomes lead,
but I am not clear as to just how this is accomplished.
Refresh my memory, will you, please?"
PROFESSOR: "Remember that radium, and other
radioactive substances, constantly emit emanations,
such as alpha, beta, and gamma 'rays.' Certain other
emanations may become fixed, as gases, or transmuted
into solids by a freezing process. One of the substanc
es emitted is called 'helium.' Four lost protons, with
their accompanying number of electrons, become an
atom of helium. Since radium has 226 protons, and
lead has only 206, it follows that when five helium
atoms have been formed, this loss must result in the
formation of lead. Is that right?"

STUDENT:

"Yes, that is about the way I remem

[17]

ber it. And since there is a vast amount of lead in the
world, this process must have taken a long time!"
PROFESSOR: "Softly, please; you are going too
fast. Not all lead is formed this way. The amount of
lead that comes by the degeneration of radium is very
small. Most lead comes from an ore, called galena, and
is distinctly different from the specific kind that is
formed in the manner we have been discussing. You
must keep that thought in your mind, or you will be
confused. Nor is it true that a vast time factor is de
manded by this process. Do you remember the 'quan
titative law' that applies to this process?"

STUDENT: "No, I have to admit that a lot of this
didn't stick when I was studying this subject. Help
me out once again. What is the factor?"
PROFESSOR: "It can be stated in these words: 'The
mass of the substance disintegrating in a given time is
always the same fraction of the mass of the un
changed substance.' As an instance we might note
that a mass of thorium x will disintegrate at a rate of
half the mass in four days, and so forth, until there is
none left. By estimating the present amount of ra
dium sources and reversing this process, we can figure
fairly closely to the age of our radium deposits, at
least."

STUDENT: "Whoa, now, professor; it is you who
are going too fast now! I recognize the quantitative
law, but what do you mean by 'four days'? I thought
such processes took millions of years!"
PROFESSOR:

"Yes, I know that is the general vague
[18]

idea of the average person. But I assure you that the
contrary is the case. Let me enlighten you with a few
well established facts and figures. For instance: A
given mass of thorium will degenerate into thorium x
at the rate of one half the mass in 3.6 days. Thorium x
emanates a gas which changes at the rate of one half
in 54 seconds into thorium a."
STUDENT: "Did you say seconds?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes, I said seconds! This thorium a
changes at the rate of one half the mass in .14 sec
onds, and becomes thorium b. This in turn, following
the quantitative law, changes one half of the mass into
thorium c in 10.6 hours. Following this, one half of
the thorium c becomes beta and gamma rays, at the
rate of one half the mass in a few seconds. The time
factor is different for each stage of change, but all are
surprisingly short."

STUDENT: "You make me dizzy! Here I graduated believing that poor old Moses was a back-number,
and that modern science had poked his writings full
of holes! Is it possible to make an estimation of the age
of the earth, on the known time factors of radioactiv
ity, and get a sensible answer?"
"Indeed, yes. The greatest authority
on this subject is Dr. Frederick Soddy, of the famed
Thompson Laboratory, in London, England. He
states that the quantitative law that applies to ra
dium itself is one half the mass in two thousand years.
Thus our present sources of radium, such as pitch
blende, could have existed for not more than a few
thousand years! There are about 32 times as much urPROFESSOR:

[19]

anium sources known as there are radium deposits
which are believed to be derived from uranium, and
we can make a mathematical test on this basis. Ap
plying the quantitative law here, we come to a possible
ten thousand years for the production of all of the
earth's present radium sources! That is a lot different
from two billion years."
"You know, professor, I remember
now that there was always something hazy and indef
inite about this demonstration when we used to get it
in classes. I see now what it was. The teacher never
did give us a definite time factor for each stage of
change; he just vaguely suggested millions of years. I
thought that I was just stubborn when I stuck to Mo
ses and the Word of God, but I see now that I was
wiser than I knew at the time. I guess that it always
pays in the end, to cling to what God has said on any
subject. By the way, where can I read up on this mat
ter?"
PROFESSOR: "I would suggest that you read Sod
dy's great book, The Chemistry of the Radio-Active
Elements."
STUDENT:

STUDENT: "Thank you. And now with that out
of the way, will you be good enough to answer some
more of those alleged 'scientific errors' that are sup
posed to be in the Bible?"
PROFESSOR: " Gladly. Let me have the next one
and I will see what I can do with it."
STUDENT: "The particular question that comes to
my mind is one to which I have never found an an
swer. In the record of the creation of man, in Gene-

[20]

sis, no time or date is specifically given, but according
to the best teachings of Bible chronology man could
not have been on this earth for much more than seven
or eight thousand years. Science, however, has proved
the existence of man for about three hundred million
years. Does not this constitute a difference between
science and the record of the Scripture?"
PROFESSOR: "If your premise were right, your
conclusion would be equally logical. You are, how
ever, basing all of your conclusions upon the theoreti
cal and highly questionable hypothesis that man has
been upon this earth for multiplied millions of years.
This is contrary to the present consensus of opinion
among conservative anthropologists."

STUDENT: "I do not like to question your state
ment without authority to back my contention, but I
do know that in most modern text books and practi
cally in all college classrooms it is still taught that
man has been upon this earth some three hundred mil
lion years."
PROFESSOR: "Do all teachers and text books agree
on the exact figure of three hundred million years?"

STUDENT: "No, I admit that there is some dis
crepancy between these various teachers and writers."
PROFESSOR:

"How wide is that discrepancy?"

STUDENT: "I am sure that I cannot answer that
question. Do you know?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes, Dr. Ales Hrdlicka, head of the
Smithsonian Institution, and one of our greatest an-

[21]

thropologists, contends that human life in the Amer
ican continents does not go back in history before
1000 B.C. He also has maintained that the entire his
tory of the human race anywhere upon the globe does
not exceed ten thousand years at the maximum. From
this conservative statement of ten thousand years,
made by an accredited scientist, up to the extreme
higher maximum guess of three hundred million years
is a very wide difference indeed! We will be amused
when we remember that these erudite critics scoff at
the Bible for a fancied translators' error of a few doz
en in giving numbers, while at the same time they
themselves differ by hundreds of millions of years in
their theoretical teaching.
We must never forget that there is a difference
between science and scientific theory. Around every
sane and sober science there is a lunatic fringe of
speculation and unfounded theory which is sometimes
confused with the science itself. As an instance: as
tronomy is an accredited and mathematical science.
Attaching itself to the credibility of astronomy we
have the lunatic fringe that is called astrology. The
former is a science, the latter can make no claim to
credibility.
To apply our thought to our present question; it
is acknowledged that anthropology is an accredited
science. Clinging to the skirts of this distinguished
body of learning we find the lunatic fringe of organic
evolution. But when we stay in the realm of anthro
pology the simple and single fact which has emerged
from generations of research may be put in one short
sentence, namely, the antiquity of man does not ex
tend beyond a possible span of ten thousand years."
[22]

STUDENT: "But
how about these fossil men of
whom we hear and read so much? I have myself seen
these evidences in our great museums and have fre
quently met their faces upon the pages of our text
books. The man of Cro-magnon, for instance, is one
of those early specimens of man. And then also there
was the Piltdown man who is called Eoanthropus
Dawsoni, and, of course, almost every student has
heard of the famous Java man. These men are set be
fore us as evidences of what humanity looked like a
million or more years ago. With this actual evidence
before our eyes, how can we question the high antiq
uity of man?"
PROFESSOR: "I am interested by your statement
that you have seen these fossil men. In the first place
the term is a misnomer. The literal meaning of 'fossil'
can only be applied to some concrete substance which
is preserved in a matrix, such as sandstone and lime
stone. Human flesh does not petrify, nor can it be fos
silized. How then could you have seen these fossil
men?"

STUDENT: "I meant to say that I had seen recon
structions of them and photographs of these recon
structions."
PROFESSOR: "Now, there is the joker in this entire
matter. To take, for instance, the famous Java man.
You may know that his scientific name is Pithecan
thropus Erectus. This term literally means 'the ape
man who walked upright.' Are you familiar with the
details of his so-called discovery?"
[23]

STUDENT: "I only remember that the remnants

were found, in Java, but I do not recall the circumstances."
PROFESSOR: "A noted Dutch scientist, Dr. Eu
gene Du Bois, was excavating along the banks of the
Trinil River in Java. Over a course of months he
found some unassociated bones of various kinds. They
consisted of a tiny section of a skull, the part that is
known as the calvarium, two teeth, and that section
of the lower jaw composed of the ramus, and a frag
mentary piece of the mandibular. In addition to this
there was also found ( a long way down the bank and
many feet deeper in the soil) a femur. This, as you
know, is the large bone of the upper leg. With the ex
ception of the femur all of the bones would be easily
held in the hollow of your hand. The famous Java
man was put together with these pitiful fragments as
the only foundation for the entire figure."
STUDENT: "If that is all that they had, where did

they get the rest of the statue which I saw?"
PROFESSOR: "It was composed of plaster of Paris
and imagination. It must be remembered that for
more than thirty years no other scientist saw these
bones. The casts and pictures that you have seen were
made from an artist's conception of descriptions of
the bones when these descriptions were released by
Dr. Du Bois. A few years ago, in the organ of the
American Association for the Advancement of Sci
ence, a strong criticism was directed at Dr. Du Bois
for keeping these bones so long concealed, whereupon
he invited Dr. Hrdlicka to inspect these relics. Dr.
[24]

Hrdlicka hastened to Brussels and made a careful and
personal examination of the fragments of the Java
man. He then instructed the Smithsonian Institution
to get rid of all their reconstructions of Pithecan
thropus Erectus, because he had concluded that the
bones which came from Java were purely human in
their origin and bore no resemblances to these later re
constructions. This one simple illustration applies to
all of these alleged fossil men. No greater hoax was
ever perpetrated on the gullible public by the eminent
Barnum than this false and misleading alleged demon
stration of the antiquity of man."
STUDENT: "But surely not all of these reconstruc
tions were faked. Did not some of these so-called races
actually live?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes. You mentioned a moment ago
the man of Cro-Magnon. It might interest you to
know that this alleged cave dweller of the early years
in Europe had a brain capacity which is two hundred
centimeters higher than the average intelligent man
of this twentieth century. This fact is generally con
cealed in evolutionary propaganda, as it is hard to
show an up-to-date tendency in human development
from an ancient ancestor whose cranial capacity was
so much higher than ours today. As I have written a
widely read volume on this subject I will epitomize all
that you might desire to ask further concerning this
by suggesting that you read what has already been
written. I assure you, however ( and will be glad to
back this assurance in public debate with any educat
or in Southern California), that there is no discrep-
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ancy between the proofs and demonstrated fact of
sane anthropology and the chronology of the Old
Testament."
STUDENT: "Then, let us go-on to the question that
confronts us in almost every discussion we have con
cerning the scientific integrity of the Bible. Do you
believe that myth in the book of Genesis about Noah
and his ark?"

"Let me correct the form of your
question. I do not believe that there are any myths in
Genesis. I believe that history of Noah and his ark."
PROFESSOR:

STUDENT: "It has often been pointed out that the
entire record is scientifically impossible. How could
Noah get two animals of every kind into an ark the
size of the one he built?"
PROFESSOR: "I will answer your question by ask
ing two others. First, how big was the ark?"

STUDENT: "I remember that all right. I learned in
Sunday School that the ark was three hundred cubits
long, fifty cubits wide and thirty cubits high."
PROFESSOR:

STUDENT:

"And just how long is a cubit?"

"Well, frankly, I cannot answer that."

PROFESSOR: "And yet the whole problem turns
upon the length of a cubit. You are not the only one
to ask this question, but your answer to mine is the
only honest one. No living authority knows how long
the cubit was in the days of Noah. The Chaldeans
standardized their cubit about 2200 B.C. at the length
of 22 ½ inches. The cubit of Israel varied. It went
[26]

from a fraction over 17 inches to 21 ½inches.But in
the days of Noah a cubit was generally the length of
a man's forearm from the inside of his elbow to the
tip of his longest finger. Occasionally, however, the
height of a builder was adopted by the designer of a
building as the standard of his measure. So that when
you say the ark was not big enough to hold its load,
you will first of all have to decide whether Noah built
an ark three hundred times the length of his own
forearm, or three hundred times his own height. You
can thus see that your problem is impossible of solu
tion."
STUDENT: "What was the second question?"
PROFESSOR: "Not being able to determine the ex
act size of the ark, my next question is, how many
animals did Noah have to take into the boat with
him?"
STUDENT: "This is hardly fair. I am supposed to
ask the questions and you are supposed to answer/"
PROFESSOR: "Nevertheless, when somebody says
that such a thing as this or that is an impossibility,
they must be prepared to support their position. Play
fair with me now and tell me, what was the total
number of animals Noah had to take into the ark."
STUDENT: "I do not know. All I know is that he

must take two of every kind, but I do not know how
many kinds there were."
PROFESSOR: "That is right. Not only do you not
know, but nobody else knows either. And the prob
[27]

lem is more complicated than you realize. Noah was
ordered by God to take into the ark pairs of every
species. Of the unclean species, one pair; of the clean
species, seven pairs. Nobody knows which animals
were clean and which were unclean before the giving
of the law on Sinai. Since the law was given almost
two thousand years after the flood itself, conclusions
based upon that law cannot apply to the load of the
ark. Since we have a boat of unknown capacity which
must contain an unknown number of animals, it is
folly to say that it is a scientific impossibility to ac
cept the account!"
STUDENT: "Right you are, but I am glad that I
brought this up. The next time one of my campus
friends meets me with that question I will ask him a
few and hush him up in a hurry. Do you mind if I
ask you some specific and particular questions that
have perplexed a good many of my classmates?"
PROFESSOR:

"Go right ahead. That is what we are

here for."
STUDENT: "In the eleventh chapter of Leviticus
certain dietary laws were given to the children of Is
rael. In that chapter various animals and insects are
named which the children of Israel may not eat. It is
generally admitted that in that list Moses made some
bad zoological errors. How can that be reconciled
with your thesis which maintains that science and the
Bible always harmonize?''
PROFESSOR: "Back up a minute and let us go more
cautiously. You say that it is generally admitted that
[28]

these errors occur in Leviticus. By whom is it general
ly admitted?"
STUDENT: "I get your point. I should have said
that the critics generally contend that there are errors
in that chapter."
PROFESSOR: "Indeed they do. Now, you call my
attention to those errors and I will seek to harmonize
them for you."

"In the fourth verse of Leviticus 11 we
read that the children of Israel could not eat the cam
el became he chewed the cud and did not divide the
hoof. In my text book of Comparative Anatomy
there is a photograph of the skeleton of a camel. This
shows that on all four feet of the camel the third and
fourth toes are the only ones developed. But these are
clearly developed and separated. Does not this give the
camel a cloven hoof?"
STUDENT:

PROFESSOR: "Did Moses say that the children of
Israel could not eat the camel's skeleton?"

STUDENT: "No, I presume he referred to the en
tire living animal."
PROFESSOR: "Exactly, and in the living camel the
two toes are encased in a cutaneous pad with a well
defined surface. This gives him a foot like a balloon
tire, adapted to gripping the sand. In the living ani
mal the camel does not divide the hoof."

STUDENT: "Well, how about the coney which oc
curs in the fifth verse? The statement is made that the
coney chews the cud. All the authorities which I have
read state that the coney does not chew the cud!"
[29]

PROFESSOR: "These authorities are talking through
their hat. The word 'coney' which is used in English
is a translation of a Hebrew word shaphan. It refers
to an extinct animal. No living man has ever seen one
of these creatures. Moses, however, saw them by the
thousands. They are not related to the common coney
of Europe and North America. From the fossil re
mains found in the old world we believe that the ex
tinct shaphan probably belonged to the order hyra
coidia. The exact individual may perhaps have been
hyrax syriacus. Since they have been extinct for so
long a time, it is only fair to say that the man who
says they did not chew the cud should produce one
and let us settle the argument that way."
STUDENT: "But how about the hare in the sixth
verse? Certainly the hare is not extinct, and Moses did
say that the hare chewed the cud."
PROFESSOR:"No, Moses did not use the word hare.
The Hebrew word for the animal to which he re
ferred is arnebeth. The translators of the Old Testa
ment did not possess the faintest idea of what animal
was intended by the Mosaic reference. They took a
wild leap in the dark and landed on the hare, but the
arnabeth of Scripture, which did chew the cud, was
not related to our modern hare family. It certainly
was not lepus americanus, nor was it the Easter bun
ny which lays the candy eggs for the children! Moses
stated that an unidentified animal chewed the cud. Is
there anything scientifically wrong with that state
ment?"
STUDENT:

"No, but I did not realize that it was
[30]

an unidentified animal. Further along, however, Mo
ses referred to the locusts and the grasshoppers, and he
certainly was talking about grasshoppers in this para
graph! It was called to my attention that in verses
20-22 of this disputed chapter Moses said, 'All flying
things that creep, going upon all four, shall be an
abomination unto you. Yet these may ye eat of every
flying creeping thing that goeth upon all four, which
have legs above their feet, to leap withal upon the
earth; even these of them ye may eat: the locust after
his kind, and the bald locust after his kind, and the
beetle after his kind, and the grasshopper after his
kind.' You cannot get anything out of that but Mo
ses here contended that both the grasshopper and the
locust have four feet. Any grammar school boy can
tell you that a grasshopper has six feet. How can you
harmonize this discrepancy?"
PROFESSOR: "The error was not made by Moses
but is rather to be found in the careless reading of the
text. You will notice in the twenty-first verse that
the Bible clearly states that the people of Israel could
eat of every flying creeping thing that goes upon
four, but which have legs beside and feet wherewith
to leap upon the earth. If you observe a grasshopper
quietly feeding or creeping along the ground, you
will see that he uses four of his legs to walk with. The
two great legs trailing behind the walking legs are al
ways cocked and ready to explode. As he walks along
upon his four smaller legs something suddenly startles
him. At once with his two leaping legs he sails high in
the air and as far from danger as his jump can carry
him. For generations the critics have been claiming
[31]

that Moses identified grasshoppers as four-footed in
sects, but anybody old enough to read print should be
able to add four creeping legs plus two leaping legs
and get a total number of six."
STUDENT: "That certainly is a honey. I do not
suppose that one reader in a hundred ever noticed
that Moses did speak of four and two and differen
tiated between walking legs and legs wherewith to
leap. I am glad that I called this to your attention. It
emphasizes what every Christian should never forget,
namely, that apparent errors in the Bible may be gen
erally ascribed to the ignorance or carelessness of the
reader. I wish that we had weeks together to discuss
these points for the sake of my many friends who are
honestly perplexed and confused. Lacking that, how
ever, I would like to pass on to you some of their dif
ficulties in the hope that you can help them to solve
them."
PROFESSOR: "Just as long as time will permit I
shall be glad to answer your questions. I do not claim
to know all that there is to know about the Bible, but
I do believe that an answer can be found to every
question. We ought to have more of these friendly
discussions, and I believe that we could finally give to
all who are interested a reason for the faith that we
possess. What is the next query that your classmates
have passed on to you?"

"Do you believe that it is possible for
a whale to swallow a man?"
STUDENT:

PROFESSOR: " Entirely possible. You know that
the whales are all members of the genus 'cetacea',
[32]

and there are some sixty varieties of them. The
cetaceans that have teeth are called 'denticetes', and
the others are known as the 'balaenoptera'. This name
is derived from the great bony plates, called 'balaena',
which form a seive through which the whales strain
their food. Most whales, especially the latter class,
have a very large throat, contrary to public opinion.
And also, we must remember that a whale with a very
small throat could still be a host to a man, due to the
large air tank that constitutes a strange breathing
devise with these enormous mammals. About one
third of the length of a whale is devoted to his head,
in the back of which there is an enlargement of the
nasal sinus which makes a tank of many hundreds of
feet of cubic capacity. It is from this tank the whale
breathes while he is submerged. There is a wide open
ing from the mouth into this tank, and a man could
very well live for days in that space. But why do you
ask this question?"
STUDENT: "I was wondering if you would main
tain that Jonah had really been swallowed by a whale.
If you said 'Yes', I was going to stick you by remark
ing that a whale has a throat too small to swallow a
man. I am glad now that I didn't go that far, as I
did not know about this ' air tank' you mention. Do
all whales have that?"
PROFESSOR:

"Yes, as otherwise they could not

submerge."
STUDENT: "Do you know what sort of whale
swallowed Jonah?"
PROFESSOR:

"No whale ever swallowed the proph

et Jonah."
[33]

STUDENT:

"

PROFESSOR:

Are you sure of that?"
"I am positive."

STUDENT: "ln the words of the famous Baron,
'Vas you dere, Sharley'?"
PROFESSOR: "No, I wasn't there Baron, but I
have the testimony of a man who was there. That
is Jonah himself. And he said it was a fish. Therefore,
it could not have been a whale, as a whale is a mam
mal. It has no gills or plumules, and is a warm
blooded creature. The cow whale suckles her young
at the breast, and the young are born viviporously.
We call the male a bull, and the young are known as
calves. Jonah said fish; and the word whale nowhere
occurs in his record.
We have reason to believe that Jonah was swal
lowed by a great fish that is called 'Rhynodon typuus',
and which is rather common today. But I have writ
ten this study in an exhaustive form, and you can
read it in my recent book, 'The Harmony of Science
and Scripture.'"
STUDENT: "Now let me ask you a series of ques
tions that you may be able to answer briefly. For
instance, many folks are bothered by the apparent
error in the record of the molten sea that Solomon
made, and put in the temple. It is stated in II Chron
icles 4:2, that he made this molten sea, and that it was
ten cubits in diameter and thirty cubits in circum
ference. But the law of 'pi', as you w ell remember,
is 3.1416 times the diameter for the circumference.
How can you reconcile this?"
PROFESSOR:

"By noting the fact that the great
[34]

laver was not a perfect circle, but it was slightly
ovoid. It was longer than it was wide, and after the
ancient custom, they gave the longest dimension.
Here is one of those typical cases where the reader
in fers something not stated in the text, and then
bases a case of error in the Scripture on that inference.
The Word of God states that it was ten cubits from
brim to brim, and that a line of thirty cubits com
passed it 'all the w ay around.'" But it does not state
that it was a perfect circle, and thus the law of 'pi'
does not apply."
STUDENT: "Yes, I see that. But how about the
number of baths for the priests? This reference we
are talking about states that this sea held three thousand baths, and in II Kings 7:26, the same sea is des
cribed, and there it says that it held only two thou
sand baths. I am sure you are stuck now!"
PROFESSOR: "Not yet. Let me point out the basis
of your misunderstanding. Do you know what this
great brass sea was for?"
STUDENT: "Yes, it was a sort of swimming pool
for the priests; a gigantic laver, we might say."
PROFESSOR: "Exactly. And what is the meaning
of the word 'bath'?"
STUDENT: "I suppose it is a tub, or a shower. It
means a place to get a good wash all over, does it not?"
PROFESSOR: "Yes, in some cases it means that.
And if the Bible used the word in this manner, we
would have a contradiction here. But the word 'bath'
in the Hebrew meaning is a liquid measure, like our
words quart and gallon. In a Hebrew system a bath
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is about five gallons and one pint. The capacity of the
laver, according to the Book of Chronicles, was three
thousand baths. That would be nearly sixteen thou
sand gallons. Remember that this figure represents
capacity. Now, when you take a bath, do you fill
the tub to the brim?"
STUDENT:

"Of course not. I leave room in the

tub for me!"
PROFESSOR: "And the ancient Hebrews did the
same. So the account in Kings states that when they
used the great laver, which was a sort of natatorium
for the priests, they put in about two-thirds of its
capacity. Does that make sense?"

STUDENT: "It does, and I expected that it would
before you got through with it. I ask these questions,
not because I have doubts and difficulties, but because
I want to get help for those who are troubled. And
since we cannot deal with all such questions in this
short broadcast, let me close by asking you what you
do when you find something in the Bible that you do
not understand?"
PROFESSOR: "And don't ever get the idea that I
do not find such things. I do not know all the an
swers, and there are some questions I would also like to
find an answer for. But when I do find something
that bothers me, I begin by conceding that I am not
infallible, while the Bible is. Therefore, there must
be some error in my thinking, or I have not yet
gained sufficient wisdom to deal with the problem
involved. Then I start studying. I worked seven
years to find the answer to one such problem, but
[36]

I did not stop until I had the answer. Three weeks ago
I finally found the answer to a problem that I had
worked on for eleven years. And as usual I found
that it was my own dumbness that kept me from
seeing the light on that matter years ago. It is the
crassest sort of egoism for any man to adopt the atti
tude that he himself can't be wrong or mistaken, and
that, therefore, any apparent difficulty in the Bible
must be a mistake in that great Book.
Why not apply a decent humility to this question,
and concede that the Sacred Scriptures, being the
Word of God, must of necessity have many things
in it too wonderful for our understanding? Then
when we find difficulties, we will refrain from judg
ment until we have sought out the possible answer.
My advice to all men is simply this: Do not consider
yourself wise above that which is written! Approach
the Word of God in an attitude of humility and rev
erence, and it will enlighten your mind and heart to
the point of salvation."

"Thank you, doctor, and let me say
that I have enjoyed our interview very much. I shall
continue to stand upon the Word of God with that
same unshaken assurance that I have always had in
this Book, and I thank God that the Bible has made
me wise unto salvation."
STUDENT:
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